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can be made to bear such a meaning, or how, grammatically
regarded, this interpretation is much of an improvement on
the older solutions. On p 83 Mr. Maclnnes gives two
coins said to have been found in the bed of the river Irk in
1901 j one is described as a bronze coin of Pyrrhus (pbv.
head r., with long wavy locks; rev. BAZIAEQS: RYPPOY,
tree with branches) ; the other is a bronze Carthaginian coin
of the third century B.C. The evidence as to the circulation
of Greek coins of the pre-Roman period in this country is
usually very doubtful, and, without questioning the fact that
these pieces were found where they are said to have been
found, one cannot help suspecting that they came to England
in comparatively modern times. Apart from that, the first
piece corresponds to nothing that is known in the coinage of
Pyrrhus, and, if correctly described, is either an unpublished
variety or a forgery. On p 121 is given one of the com-
monest of Alexandrian coins, a Probus of year 1, which might
have been found in any catalogue of Alexandrian coins, but
was naturally enough not to be discovered in Cohen's book.
Mr. Heywood's explanation of the date is quite correct, and
the doubting note of the cataloguer appears to be due to a
misunderstanding of a passage in Mr. Head's Historia Numorum.
One more correction, and we have done. The bronze Romano-
Campaniaii coin, No. 66, cannot be attributed to Larinum,
and M. Babelon's remark, on which Professor Conway has
founded this attribution, will hardly bear the interpretation
that has been given to it.
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